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DETAILED ACTION 

Response to Arguments 

1 . Applicant's arguments filed 3/10/2004 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. This action is non-final, however, due to the new grounds of rejection 
introduced regarding claims 11 and 12 under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, 

2. Regarding applicant's response to the rejection of claims 1 1 and 12 under 25 
U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, the examiner agrees with the applicant's argument that the 
concept of using something other than the structure of a table can be enabling in the 
sense that something other than a table structure is known to those of skill in the art. 
Therefore, the previous rejection under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph has been 
withdrawn. However, the examiner does not agree that the cited passage of Calvert 
defines the meaning of "table structure". The examiner further contends that the scope 
of this limitation is not at all definite. For example, the claim language and the 
specification cite "an array of records" as an example of an alternative to a table 
structure; the examiner considers this type of structure to be within the scope of "table 
structures". See the rejection under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, for more details. 

3. Examiner has considered applicant's response to the rejection of claims 1 , 5, and 
10-17 under 35 U.S.C. 102 (a) (previously misstated as 102 (e)) on pages 6-8. 
Regarding the assertion that Banchs does not disclose merging the concept of 
operation code and routing table, the examiner agrees that Banchs does not disclose 
the merging of the code cache and the conventional routing table. However, the broad 
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claim language is anticipated by Banchs in that the code cache is a routing table which 
in itself discloses all the features of claims 1 and 16 as indicated in the rejection below. 
This same reasoning applies to the similar arguments that (a) the code cache is 
independent of routing (it contains code that directs routing and is not completely 
independent of routing), (b) the routing table and code cache are shown as different 
entities (this is not relevant to the rejection as stated below as the code cache is one of 
the plurality of route tables claimed), (c) there is no wording supporting an operation 
code in the routing table of Banchs. Based on this, the basic rejection is upheld. Note 
that more detail has been added in the rejection below to support this reasoning. 

4. Examiner has considered applicant's argument regarding claims 5, 1 1 , and 12 on 
page 8; however, the rejection is still made on the basis of the interpretation of the code 
cache as a route table as indicated above. 

5. Examiner has considered applicant's argument regarding claim 9 on page 8. 
The specific citation cited in the previous office action does not anticipate the limitations 
of this claim. However, examiner has provided the specific location in Banchs which 
anticipates this claim in the updated rejection below. 

6. Examiner has also considered applicant's comments regarding claims 10, 14, 
and 15, but disagrees, as stated above, in view of the broad claim language. 

7. Examiner has considered applicant's arguments regarding the rejection of claims 
6-8 under 35 U.S.C 103(a) on pages 9-1 1 . However, this rejection under 35 U.S.C. 103 
(a) has been replaced in favor of the rejection under 35 U.S.C. 102(a) below, rendering 
the arguments moot. 
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8. Applicant is reminded that claim 1 would be allowable if amended to include all 
the limitations of claim 2. This would also render all claims dependent on this amended 
claim 1 allowable (if the 112 rejections are overcome). 

Drawings 

9. Figures 1-3 should be designated by a legend such as -Prior Art- because only 
that which is old is illustrated. See MPEP § 608.02(g). A proposed drawing correction 
or corrected drawings are required in reply to the Office action to avoid abandonment of 
the application. The objection to the drawings will not be held in abeyance. 

Specification 

1 0. The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: 

• In line 6 of page 5, "an other*' should be changed to "another"'; 

• In line 27 of page 6, "bloc" should be changed to "block"; 

• In line 32 of page 14, claims 1 to 12 are referenced; the disclosure may not 
refer to claim numbers as the claims may change during the prosecution of 
the application. This reference must be removed. 

Appropriate correction is required. 

1 1 . The specification is objected to because it does not include a Brief Description of 
the Several Views of the Drawing(s): See MPEP § 608,01 (f). A reference to and brief 
description of the drawing(s) as set forth in 37 CFR 1.74. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 
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12. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

13. Claims 11-12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

Regarding claim 11, the phrase "for instance" renders the claim indefinite 
because it is unclear whether the limitation(s) following the phrase are part of the 
claimed invention. Claim 12 is rejected as being dependent on indefinite claim 11. 
Further regarding claim 12, the phrase "for instance" renders the claim indefinite 
because it is unclear whether the limitation(s) following the phrase are part of the 
claimed invention. See MPEP § 2173.05(d). 

Further, claim 11 recites the limitation "has a data structure that is different from 
a table structure". The scope of this limitation is indefinite. The claim must provide a 
more definite description of what is meant by table structure. For example, the 
examiner considers "an array of records" to be within the scope of table structure, but 
the current claim language suggests that this is not within the scope. There are two 
main ways to overcome this rejection. The first is to more clearly define table structure 
in the claim language. The second is to specifically define the structure that is to be 
claims (i.e. "... has a structure of a linked list of ...") rather than to structure the claim as 
a statement of what the structure is not. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 
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14. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(a) the invention was known or used by others in this country, or patented or described in a printed 
publication in this or a foreign country, before the invention thereof by the applicant for a patent. 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
states. 

15, Claims 1 and 5-17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(a) as being anticipated by 
Banchs et a! ("Multicasting Multimedia Streams with Active Networks"). 

Regarding claims 1 and 16, Banchs discloses the step/item of providing at least 
one route table in the code cache and routing table. In light of the broad claim 
language, the code cache is interpreted as a route table because it contains information 
(code) related to the routing of the packets. At least one of these tables (the code 
cache) contains an input index field and at least one operation code as described in 
paragraph 2.1 .3 of Banchs. In order for the capsule to identify the whether the code it 
requires is in the code cache, the code cache must have an input index field. Banchs 
discloses the step/item of assigning a selector serving as indexing datum to each data 
packet in the protocol identifier and the particular capsule type within the protocol 
described in lines 1-5 of section 2.1 .2. The capsule is the token described in the 
assigning step/item. Banchs discloses the step/item of matching the selector with the 
input index field of said at least one route table in lines 2-3 of section 2.1 .3. The 
capsule determining if the code required is in the code cache is the matching step. 
Banchs discloses the step of execution on the matched token of the operation contained 
in the matched route table entry in lines 2-3 of section 2.1 .3 ("it is executed"). 
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Regarding claim 5, section 2.1.3 discusses updating the code cache (which is 
one of the route tables as discussed above) and discloses the limitation of the route 
table comprising an entry containing an operation code that enters route table entries. 

Regarding claim 6, Banchs discloses the limitation of the operation code 
comprising a reference to an externally installed subroutine in the ANTS system. 
Section 2.1.3 "Dynamic Code Management" describes how the code is externally 
installed. Clearly, multiple subroutines are run in this code (see section 2.1.2 and the 
explanation of mnning the "evaluate" method as well as the serialization and 
deserialization methods.) Therefore, at least one of the route tables (the code cache) 
contains a reference to an externally installed subroutine. 

Regarding claim 7, Banchs discloses that capsules can spawn their own threads 
(section 2.1 .1) and also discloses that capsules can generate new capsules (section 
2.1 .4). This discloses the limitation of an operation code altering (creating, for example) 
another module. Banchs further discloses the modification of another extension in the 
updating of the code cache in section 2.1.3 "Dynamic Code Management". 

Regarding claim 8, Banchs discloses the limitation that the data stored in the 
token is formed such that the program flow (the required code described in section 
2.1 ,3) is executed based on information contained in the token (the reference to the 
foHA^arding routine discussed in lines 5-7 of section 2.1 ) and the route table (the code in 
the code cache and the entry in the routing table). This is described in lines 8-1 1 of 
section 2.1.1. 



Application/Control Number: 09/526,1 1 7 Page 8 

.Art Unit: 2666 

Regarding claim 9, the limitation that wherein tokens for which no match with 
entries of the route table is possible, are deleted, is disclosed in section 2.1.4. This 
section describes how tokens (capsules as explained above) are deleted when the TTL 
value is negative. No match with entries of the route table is possible for capsules with 
a negative TTL value, thus disclosing the limitation of claim 9. 

Regarding claim 10, Banchs discloses the limitation that at least one default 
processing routing is provided and run when a token finds no match in the routing table 
in lines 3-6 of section 2.1 .3. This passage describes that if the code required is not 
found (the token doesn't match), the active node generates a request capsule (default 
processing routine). 

Regarding claims 11-12, Banchs discloses the limitation of the at least one 
routing table having a data structure different from a table structure and the limitation of 
auxiliary data structures being provided to access the entries in the code cache; a 
cache structure is different from a table structure and is an auxiliary data structure. 

Regarding claim 13, the limitation that at least one route table entry contains 
more than one operation is disclosed throughout Banchs. It is clear that the intent is for 
the code cache to contain multiple instructions (see the second sentence of the 
abstract, for example). 

Regarding claim 14, Banchs discloses the limitation that the selection of route 
table entries is non-deterministic in section 2.1 .3. This section indicates that code is 
removed from the cache according to the LRU principle. This will make the selection of 
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entries in the table vary based on the usage patterns in the traffic and thus non- 
deterministic. 

Regarding claim 15, Banchs discloses the limitation that the token's indexing 
datum being embedded in or deductible from the data packet in section 2.1 .2 "Packet 
Structure". 

Regarding claim 17, Banchs discloses the limitation of at least one 
microprocessor in that the code is Java code, which typically runs on a general-purpose 
microprocessor. 

16. Claims 1, 6, 9, and 15-17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipate by U.S. Patent 4,679.189 to Olson et al. 

Regarding claims 1 and 16, Olson discloses the step/item of providing at least 
one route table having an input index field and an operation code in Figure 17. The 
index field is the row number of the table corresponding to the destination map index 
and the operation code is the ALG field. Olson discloses the step/item of assigning a 
selector serving as indexing datum to each data packet in the destination map index 
(see Figure 1 1 and step 2 of Figure 20). The token is simply the packet which contains 
both the packet and the selector. Olson discloses the step/item of matching the selector 
of a packet with the input index field in step 8 of Figure 20. Olson discloses the step of 
execution of the operation contained in the matched route table entry in steps 16-19 of 
Figure 21 where the specific processing indicated by the operation code (ALG field) is 
executed. 
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Regarding clainn 6, the limitation that the operation code comprises a reference 
to an externally installed subroutine is disclosed in the ALG field of Figure 17. This 
value contains a reference (value of 0-3) to an algorithm to be run. 

Regarding claim 9, Olson discloses the limitation of the token being deleted if no 
match is found in Figure 20. If either the index equals 0 or the NRTS field equals 0 
(indicating an invalid entry), a failure is returned. As explained in lines 39-41 of column 

16, this results in the token (packet) being discarded. 

Regarding claim 15, the limitation of the indexing datum being embedded in the 
data packet is disclosed in figures 10 and 11. 

Regarding claim 17, the limitation of the apparatus comprising at least one 
microprocessor is disclosed in the CPU 207 of Figure 2. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

17. Claims 2-4 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but 
would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the 
base claim and any intervening claims. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Robert C. Scheibel whose telephone number is 703- 
305-9062. The examiner can normally be reached on 6:30-3:30. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Seema S. Rao can be reached on 703-308-5463. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned Is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-21 7-91 97 (toll-free). 




Robert C. Scheibel 

Examiner 
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